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 The Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit (“HTC”) Program has been considered 
successful since its inception, but it possesses various layers of limitations that inhibit its 
capabilities for greater success. Its requirements are embodied in a three-part application 
process that has frequently been cited as notoriously complicated and time-consuming, as well 
as a deterrent for seeking the HTC. Not only does this aspect discourage the use of this program 
in the first place, but also it delays the progress of those tax credit-based rehabilitation projects 
that do move forward. Based on a lack of critical analysis of the subject, it is difficult to 
determine the precise cause of the problem: whether the underuse arises predominantly from 
a problem with the administration of the credit, a lack of education about the process itself, or 
a combination of these problems. Understanding the answer to this question demands further 
analysis. This thesis explores the evolution of the HTC program and analyzes the challenges of 
the application process as a layer of limitation in the greater context of the program as a whole. 
This thesis identifies trends between past challenges and current challenges of the application 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 The Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit (“HTC”) program was established in 1976 
as an alternative to demolition of historic buildings and to promote adaptive reuse by 
generating urban revitalization and economic development.1 Although the program has been 
considered successful since its inception, it possesses various layers of limitations that inhibit its 
capabilities for greater success. This can most dominantly be attributed to the qualification 
requirements it imposes or the extent of the benefit that the credit allows an applicant to 
claim. The ultimate approval of qualifying projects is embodied in a three-part application 
process that has frequently been cited as notoriously complicated and time-consuming, as well 
as a deterrent for seeking the HTC.2 Not only does this aspect seem discourage the use of this 
program in the first place, but also it delays the progress of those tax credit-based rehabilitation 
projects that do move forward. Based on a lack of documentation of varying experiences with 
the process itself, it is difficult to determine whether this reputation is due to a deficiency of 
information about the program or whether it is, in fact, somewhat convoluted, arduous and in 
need of adjustment. Regardless, the ability to easily navigate through the application process is 
a key aspect of the program that has not undergone enough examination and demands further 
analysis. 
                                                        
1 Miriam Joels Silver, “Federal Tax incentives for Historic Preservation: A Strategy for Conservation and 
Investment,” Hofstra Law Review, Vol. 10, Issue 3, 1982. 
2 Brian Higgins, “Higgins Fighting to Make Historic Tax Credits User Friendly,” Congressman Brian Higgins, Fighting 
for Western New York. Higgins.house.gov, March 2011.  
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1.1 The HTC Qualifications and Application Process 
  The HTC is a 20% income tax credit available for the rehabilitation of historic buildings.3 
In order to qualify for it, a building must be a certified historic structure that is income 
producing and the project must involve a certified and substantial rehabilitation. A “certified 
historic structure” is a building that is individually listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places or a building certified by NPS as contributing within a registered historic district.4 If a 
building is not listed on the National Register or located within a historic district, a property 
owner may still apply by using the Historic Preservation Certification to request a “preliminary 
determination of significance” from NPS.5 A “certified rehabilitation” is the qualification of the 
project and its work determined by NPS through the application process.6  
 The program is jointly administered by the National Park Service (“NPS”), State Historic 
Preservation Offices (“SHPOs”) and the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”), with the NPS and 
SHPOs being more directly involved with the application process itself. The SHPOs act as the 
first point of contact for projects and advise the early stages of the process while NPS is the 
main authority for determining approvals in later stages.7 The first part of the application 
process consists of an evaluation of significance in correlation with a National Register listing 
status or certification for that status. The second part of the process consists of a description of 
proposed rehabilitation work, which must comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation8 (See Appendix B for Standards) (“SISR”). The third part of the process 
                                                        
3 National Park Service, “Historic Preservation Tax Incentives,” 2012. 




8 National Park Service,  Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, 2012. 
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consists primarily of documentation of the completed rehabilitation work.9 Notwithstanding its 
notoriety for being rigorous, sometimes even described as “draconian,” the steps of the 
application process were put in place for a reason and reflect the foremost principles of 
preservation in the United States, making the administration of them imperative to uphold the 
authenticity of our country’s remarkable historic fabric.10 With this goal in mind, the challenge 
arises when one must interpret the SISR to ensure project work reflects the core sentiments of 
preservation, while also balancing and accommodating aspects such as varying project types, 
new technologies and code requirements.  
1.2 Research Rationale 
In the last decade, annual statistics compiled by the NPS have indicated the amount of 
investment in the HTC has substantially increased, but the number of projects has remained in 
about the same range, maintaining an inconsistent rate of growth, if at all, as well as an 
inconsistent rate of approval.11 The irregular relationship between these variables implies that 
the dominant size of projects is increasing. With this, massive projects are seemingly being 
undertaken more frequently, yet the user base of the HTC is remaining relatively the same.12 
This type of relationship leads one to ponder: why is this occurring? What is stopping the 
number of projects from rising and the user base from expanding, despite the amount of 
investment increasing so rapidly? 
                                                        
9 National Park Service. “Historic Preservation Tax Incentives.” 2012.  
10 Brian Higgins, “Higgins Fighting to Make Historic Tax Credits User Friendly,” Congressman Brian Higgins, Fighting 
for Western New York. Higgins.house.gov, March 2011. 
11 National Park Service, Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings Annual Report for Fiscal Year 
2017, (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, March 2018). 
12 Felicia Smuts, “Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation 
Tax Credits,” (Masters Colloquium Presentation Paper, Pratt Institute, Spring 2012). 
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Although the role of this program and its extensive impact on historic preservation 
efforts is clear, it has never been a perfect system.13 Past assessments have documented issues 
and suggestions that have been applied to efforts to improve the system and increase the HTC’s 
utilization.14 Research and documentation regarding such objectives tend to fall into the two 
categories of (1) identified issues within the program’s application process and solutions for 
them and (2) expanding the current system in place, such as through its legislation. In striving to 
understand the program and its setbacks, published research such as this remains incredibly 
valuable in shedding light on the inner workings of the HTC, but seems to be few and far 
between.  
The official description and requirements of the application process explain, to a certain 
extent, what each stage of the process generally entails, but do not specify such details as the 
average duration and typical complexities of each stage.15 Understanding how this process 
operates through the recognition of how and what can complicate it is important because  
influential factors that increase the time and money involved are a main deterrent to its use.16 
Most reports that target the HTC seem to focus on its outcomes, such as the First 
Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax Credit, which is a report 
produced each year since 2010 by the Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research in cooperation 
                                                        
13 David Listokin and Michael L. Lahr, First Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax Credit, 
(Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, 2010). 
14 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Making a Good Program Better: Final Guidance and Implementation of National Park System Advisory Board 
Recommendations for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program,” National Park System Advisory 
Board Report, December 2007. 
15 National Park Service, “Historic Preservation Tax Incentives,” 2012. 
16 Felicia Smuts, “Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation 
Tax Credits,” (Masters Colloquium Presentation Paper, Pratt Institute, Spring 2012). 
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with the National Trust Community Investment Corporation.17 Such publications explore an 
economic standpoint, highlighting the financial impact in various ways, categorizing results into 
relevant fields, such as job creation, and occasionally, providing a few case studies of successful 
projects.18  In showing the extensive benefits of this program and emphasizing its positive and 
substantial consequences, these reports are crucial in articulating the HTC’s instrumental role in 
our society and thus, reaffirming its continued use.19 Despite their critical nature, these reports, 
focused so explicitly on the outcome and end results of this program, provide limited insight on 
how those results have been manifested. In understanding the program itself, that 
manifestation, demonstrated through the application process, is important in revealing the 
pertinent common elements that affect these projects and the undeveloped potential that 
didn’t pan out. Although it would likely be a bit too disjointed for these reports to include both, 
the latter remains a valuable facet representing a void in published research on this subject. 
This facet, the function of the application process, is also indicative of the successfulness of the 
program’s use, therefore, it will be the target of my analysis. 
1.3 Research Objectives 
The program’s scope has been altered as a result of the recent tax reform, although the 
program has not been eradicated.20 Many consider this a preservation victory and a testament 
to the program’s value, but it is important to acknowledge the reality that this does not ensure 
its safeguarded future. This past December, when the tax reform became effective, was not the 
                                                        
17 David Listokin and Michael L. Lahr, First Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax Credit, 
(Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, 2010). 
18 Ibid. 
19 David Listokin and Michael L. Lahr, Third Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax 
Credit, (Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, 2012). 
20 The Tax Reform Act of 2017, Public Law 115-97 (2017). 
 6 
first time the Federal HTC was in jeopardy and, unfortunately, it will likely not be the last. 
Annual statistics have indicated a rise in amount of investment for the program, yet only slight 
and inconsistent increases in the number of projects undertaken and, seemingly, a lack of 
expansion in the variety of individuals using it. In a society where not everyone values historic 
structures, this tax credit is one of the most vital and influential tools to incentivize and inspire 
preservation efforts, yet, in spite of the significance of that critical role, the HTC is undoubtedly 
not achieving its full potential. It is impractical to even attempt to gauge the magnitude of its 
undeveloped potential through the analysis of those who are hesitant to and don’t utilize the 
credit, therefore, a more practical approach to elucidating the true capacity of this program is 
through the analysis of those who have. This thesis focuses on what elements within the 
application process most commonly impact its success based on the experiences and 
perspectives of several assorted stakeholders. 
This analysis will explore the efficiency of the application process within the greater 
context of improving the HTC program, as a whole, in order to demonstrate the viability of its 
results and the purpose of the application process as its focus. It will then analyze and collect 
data on issues in the application process from the past and present, in order to assess what can 
realistically be improved and what is most necessary to address currently. Finally, 
recommendations will be presented based on the findings to put forth logical adjustments that 
can be implemented in order to accomplish a small, yet attainable and effective step in 




Chapter 2: Evolution of the HTC’s Development 
In investigating its further potential, it is important to first understand why this program 
and its structure were established, the legislation that has changed it since its inception, 
political pressures that have affected it, early issues in its history and how the public perception 
of it has changed over time. 
2.1 Early Influences 
Prior to its official establishment, the idea of a federal historic tax incentives program 
was alluded to in the influential document, With Heritage So Rich21, which acted as the spark 
for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (“NHPA”). As a result of post-World War II 
urban renewal, the document presented recommendations to expand the role of the federal 
government in preservation efforts. 
“The report included recommendations for accomplishing this goal…as well as a 
program of financial incentives for preservation to balance the incentives already 
available for new construction and demolition.”22 
Prior to the NHPA of 1966, because of the lack of financial support, incentivizing preservation 
was seemingly reliant on advocacy, offering little persuasive influence on the general public. 
Without financial incentives, preservation often was seen as an idealistic 
pursuit, removed from the mainstream of development. Indeed, at that time 
developers were given an income tax deduction for expenses incurred in the 
demolition of older buildings—essentially a disincentive for preservation…The 
                                                        
21 United States Conference of Mayors. With Heritage So Rich: a report of a Special Committee on Historic 
Preservation under the auspices of the United States Conference of Mayors with a grant from the Ford Foundation / 
Albert Rains, chairman; Laurence G. Henderson, director. (New York: Random House, 1966). 
22 Norman Tyler. Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice. (New York: W.W. 
Norton & Company, 2000.) 
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deduction was given without prior determination whether the structure had 
historic significance should be protected.23 
The details associated with the passing of the NHPA and the recommendations contained in 
With Heritage So Rich created the conventional framework for a set of financial incentives for 
historic preservation. Although these elements didn’t clearly delineate the composition of the 
historic tax credit and the procedures later put in place for qualification, it is clear that they 
were responsible for the values that constitute it, as well as the combined Federal and State 
involvement. 
2.2 Key Legislative Milestones 
The use, appeal and perception of the HTC program has been greatly altered by 
government regulation since its initial enactment. The Tax Reform Act of 1976, Tax Revenue Act 
of 1978, Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 and Tax Reform Act of 1986 each characterized an 
era of change in preservation policy. Preservation legislation resulted from the desire to 
promote economic growth in cities, as detailed in the following statement. 
Initial congressional support for historic tax incentives was bipartisan, with 
significant backing from prominent conservative legislators. At that time, 
policy makers were seeking more grassroots ways of achieving federal urban 
policy goals and were heightening their efforts to entice the private sector into 
urban development. A growing concern for urban decline and environmental 
conservation provided powerful arguments in support of incentivizing historic 
preservation. In other words, the original congressional motivation for 
adopting rehabilitation tax incentives emphasized urban revitalization and 
economic development more than purely preserving the nation’s 
architecture.24 
                                                        
23 Norman Tyler. Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice. (New York: W.W. 
Norton & Company, 2000.) 
24 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
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Legislative milestones that have had the most substantial impact on the HTC program were 
chiefly the result of external political pressures.  
Beginning with the Tax Reform Act of 1976, which introduced private sector 
involvement, the tax deduction for demolishing buildings that were considered certified historic 
structures was eliminated in wake of the failure of urban renewal to successfully modernize 
cities.25  
…a depreciable building or structure which is (a) listed in the National 
Register, (b) located in a Registered Historic District and is certified by the 
Secretary of the Interior as being of historic significance to the district, or (c) 
located in a historic district designated under a State or local statute 
containing criteria satisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior.26 
Prior to this reform, tax regulations had encouraged the destruction of historic buildings in 
favor of new development. An element of this act which has had a continued presence in the 
HTC program is its focus on and original characterization of a certified historic structure.  
 Following this, the Tax Revenue Act of 1978 was enacted linking the previous 
elimination of preservation disincentives to its establishment of financial incentives to promote 
preservation. In comparison to the Tax Reform Act of 1976, this increased the savings of the 
property owner.27 This was accomplished through the offer of a ten percent tax credit for the 
proper historic rehabilitation of commercial buildings. Much like the Tax Reform Act of 1976, 
similar political pressures prompted this act.  
The motivation behind the credit lay in hopes of spurring urban revitalization 
and the physical upgrading, or modernization, of industrial and commercial 
                                                        
25 The Tax Reform Act of 1976, Public Law 94-455 (1976). 
26 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
27 The Revenue Act of 1978, Public Law 95-600 (1978). 
 10 
facilities. The legislation was designed to counter ‘the declining usefulness of 
existing, older buildings throughout the country, primarily in central cities and 
older neighborhoods of all communities’ and ‘to promote greater stability in 
the economic vitality of areas that have been deteriorating.28 
This initial formulation of the HTC laid the firm groundwork for the program we have today in 
its requirement of the rehabilitation to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
consequences for reversing proper rehabilitation work after receiving the credit. In her paper 
on urban policy, Stephanie Ryberg-Webster noted that substantial expenditures might be 
necessary to meet the SISR. “It required investors to make a substantial rehabilitation to a 
major portion of the structure. The only costs eligible for the credit were those explicitly spent 
on rehabilitation, excluding acquisition costs and any new construction associated with the 
project.”29 It also possessed a positive perception for developers who viewed it as a new 
opportunity for profit.30  
 A few years later, in 1981, the Economic Recovery Tax Act further expanded the HTC 
program by offering a 25 percent tax credit for certified historic structures, a 20 percent tax 
credit for non-residential buildings that were over forty years old and a 15 percent tax credit for 
buildings that were over thirty years old.31  
Investments in new structures and new locations do not necessarily promote 
economic recovery if they are at the expense of older structures, 
neighborhoods and regions…the increased credit for rehabilitation 
expenditures is intended to help revitalize the economic prospects of older 
                                                        
28 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, Public Law 97-43 (1981). 
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locations and prevent the decay and deterioration of distressed economic 
areas.32 
The support of this act was, again, embedded in its political implications. This act not only 
increased the tax credit, but expanded its usage to residential buildings, as long as they were 
income-producing. 
Shortly after 1981, dramatic setbacks were established by the HTC with the passage of 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986. This act essentially reduced the tax credit for certified historic 
structures from 25 percent to 20 percent and further reduced the 20 percent and 15 percent 
credits for non-residential buildings older than 30 to 40 years old to a 10 percent credit for 
buildings built prior to 1936.33 A component of it which was consistent with the previous 1981 
Act was its multi-tier division of credits offering similar percentages, including a tax credit for 
certified historic structures and slightly lower credit for non-residential buildings over a certain 
age. 
The latest change to the HTC, which was implemented through Public Law No: 115-97, 
became effective as of December 2017. This eliminated the 10 percent non-historic tax credit 
for buildings built prior to 1936. Furthermore, these latest revisions altered the 20 percent tax 
credit by requiring that it be taken over five years.34 
2.3 Scope of Impact and Implications of Legislative Change 
Each of the major pieces of preservation legislation played a unique role in defining the 
parameters of today’s HTC. Although the program is drastically different than its earliest 
                                                        
32 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
33 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
34 The Tax Reform Act of 2017, Public Law 115-97 (2017). 
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version, certain regulatory details have endured. The current act is comprised of pieces from 
each of the earlier iterations and, up until the Tax Reform of 2017, it was comprehensively 
homogeneous to the 1986 Act. Prior to the Tax Reform of 2017, it included the principles of the 
multi-tier eligibility construct, with a certain credit percentage offered for a certified historic 
structure and slightly lower credit percentage offered for non-residential buildings of a certain 
age from the 1981 Act. As a result of the Tax Reform of 2017, the latter credit was eliminated 
and the remaining credit altered. The current legislation still includes the principles of general 
tax law incentivizing preservation, private sector involvement, and the characterization of a 
certified historic structure from the 1976 Act.  
These four primary elements went beyond their role as procedural constituents for the 
HTC program by each signifying turning points in the evolution of the program’s quantitative 
use, categories of users and public view. Although the 1976 Act’s influence on extent of use 
cannot be conclusively analyzed, because it was introduced prior to the HTC program’s official 
formation and was more of a “preservation incentive” in its role as a disincentive for 
demolition, the types of stakeholders it targeted and its impact on the perception of 
government regulation associated with owning a historic property can be reasonably 
conjectured.35  
Each act’s effect on the program’s extent of use can be determined based on 
documented statistics of project investment and quantity from past fiscal years (Figures 1-2). As 
a result of its early presence in the sequence of HTC legislation, the 1976 Act’s only impact on 
                                                        
35 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
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extent of use, which diverges from other acts, was its direct consequential implication of the 
official creation of the HTC program, which began and made available the aforementioned 
factor of “extent of use.” Following this, the 1978 Act initiated a genuine measure of use with 
results of its fiscal year amounting to $140 million in investment, $140 million in cumulative 
investment, 512 tax credit approved projects and 512 cumulative tax credit approved projects. 
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Figure 1: Table summarizing the economic impact and methodology for the cumulative period 
of FY 1978-2012. (Source: Listokin, David, Michael L. Lahr and Charles Heydt, Third Annual Report on the 
Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax Credit. Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, National Trust 







Figure 2: Table summarizing “Preservation Tax Incentives Project Activity.” (Source: National Park 
Service, Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical Report and Analysis for Fiscal Year 
2016. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Technical Preservation Service 
(2016): 5.) 
 
Between that year and 1980, the year prior to the next act of substantial legislation, the 
HTC’s amount of investment and number of projects steadily increased, but not in a 
considerable way. As a result of the 1978 Act, the average rate of increase in number of 
projects between years was 51 and the average increase in investment between years was 
$153 million.  
The 1981 Act was a much more powerful force in increasing the HTC’s extent of use, 
likely because its expansion to three different certification options qualified more people and 
its higher percentages for tax credits were more enticing. As a result of this act, the average 
rate of increase for number of projects was 435.5 and the average investment increase was 
$419.5 million.  
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The 1986 Act was a major turning point in the HTC’s extent of use because it resulted in 
a major decline, not only in the average rate of increase for investment quantities between 
years, but in an actual decline, diverging from the consistent rise in use that had been present 
since the program’s first fiscal year. This was because the act’s implications tremendously 
scaled back the HTC program, eliminated an option category entirely and reducing the other 
two credits still available.36 The outcome of this was a continued decline in both number of 
projects and investment until about 1992 (See Figure 1).37 
Ironically, the 1981 Act, which had so enthusiastically been publicized and promoted by 
then President Reagan, was almost completely reversed with the 1986 Act that he was also 
responsible for. This extreme legislative shift and its consequences were a prime example of the 
imposing role of political pressures on HTC program and usage.38 
The most recent tax reform, implemented through Public Law No: 115-97, slightly 
altered the program’s structure, but its results cannot yet conclusively be characterized 
because not enough time has elapsed to allow for analysis.  
As 2018 looms, investors will evaluate the impact of the revised HTC and other 
changes brought about by tax reform on pending transactions. Keeping in 
mind that this analysis on the impact to the value of the HTC assumes an 
investor will seek to achieve a similar yield as under present law. Time will tell 
the impact on HTC pricing as investors evaluate future transactions.39 
                                                        
36 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
37 Listokin, David, Michael L. Lahr and Charles Heydt, Third Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal 
Historic Tax Credit. Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, National Trust Community Investment 
Corporation & Rutgers University (2012): 15-16. 
38 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
39 Thomas Boccia, “How Does the Tax Reform Bill Affect the Value of the HTC?,” Notes from Novogradac (blog), 
December 29, 2017 (12:00 a.m.), https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/how-does-tax-reform-bill-
affect-value-htc. 
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Even absent conclusive findings, preliminary inferential analysis indicates that this tax reform 
has undeniably diminished the value of the Federal HTC.40 
Each legislative event’s effect on the program’s categories of users can be inferred 
based on the variations in guidelines for each act and what types of investors those different 
forms of the HTC program attracted or eliminated. By changing aspects of the legislation, such 
as qualification requirements or amount of benefit available, stakeholder variety and total 
volume were consequently altered. Since the 1976 Act predated the creation of the HTC, there 
were not yet groups of users to influence, but the 1976 Act was dominant in introducing private 
sector involvement in historic preservation government regulation.41 The Tax Revenue Act of 
1978 officially established the HTC’s first categories of users, which were characterized by the 
scope of their certification requirements. Much like its role in bolstering extent of use, the 1981 
Act broadened the range of investors using the credit because of its additional options to 
qualify and increased tax credit values. Consistent with the connection between legislation’s 
influence on extent of use and categories of users, the 1986 Act, with its less restrictive 
structure, diminished the scope of users with its limitation of qualification options and lessened 
tax credit value.42  
A further way to clarify the impact of each government act on the stakeholder groups 
that comprise the users of the HTC program would be to pinpoint statistics which identify the 
distinct groups of property owners who apply for or receive federal historic tax credits each 
                                                        
40 Ibid. 
41 Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” 
Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
42 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
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year. With this statistical evidence, the spectrum and distribution of groups for the focal years 
of legislative action can be analyzed alongside the years in between to form a more precise 
conclusion of this implied correlation.43 
It is difficult to assess the scope of opinions associated with something such as the HTC 
program in relation to its evolution over time because opinions vary and are not explicitly 
documented or publicized. In utilizing the data at hand to form conclusions, the effect of each 
of these major pieces of preservation legislation on public perception of the HTC program can 
be reasonably assessed based on both the measured extent of use and inferred categories of 
users. Since these two elements are clearly consistent in their trends over time and primarily 
both dependent on the level of rigor presented by each major government act, it could be 
determined that the HTC’s initial public perception was steadily positive until its 1986 mandate 
introduced limitations that clearly had a negative impact on it and likely depreciated its 
formerly advantageous reputation. Moreover, this conclusion can be further justified or 
influenced by external factors that could affect it, such as world events or the condition of our 
country’s economy, and more directly, interviews and interactions regarding this perception 
with a range of individuals.44 
 
 
                                                        
43 Listokin, David, Michael L. Lahr and Charles Heydt, Third Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal 
Historic Tax Credit. Washington, DC: Historic Tax Credit Coalition, National Trust Community Investment 
Corporation & Rutgers University (2012): 15-16. 
44 External factors further detailed in the “layers of limitation” presented in chapter 3 of this thesis. 
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Chapter 3: Layers of Limitation within the Framework of the HTC Program 
The potential of the HTC program cannot be assessed without clarification of its layers 
of limitation and an evaluation of which layers can be controlled or realistically improved. 
Based on that evaluation, a more in-depth analysis of roadblocks within that can generate an 
understanding of what needs to be addressed to improve it and the practical steps that can be 
taken to achieve that goal. These layers of limitation are either created by or result from 
legislation and requirements or procedural requirements. 
Legislation: Financial Value at Twenty Percent 
 Capped by legislation, the value of an applicant’s financial benefit from using the HTC is 
based on a tax credit in the amount of 20% of the project’s cost.45 This acts as both a limitation 
and a deterrent for seeking the credit because it amounts to such a small sum of money in 
relation to the many costs associated with undertaking an HTC project. “At 20 percent, the 
credit is too low to finance some projects.”46 Along with the cost of the rehabilitation itself, a 
project often may also require the expertise of architects, historic preservation consultants, 
accountants, lawyers and tax credit syndicators, whose fees raise the cost of the overall project 
significantly.47 This also typically prevents smaller projects from utilizing the HTC, as their 
                                                        
45 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
46 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
47 It is strongly advised to consult accountants, tax attorneys, other professional tax advisors, legal counsel or the 
IRS to determine whether an individual will have the ability to use these tax credits. National Park Service, “Historic 
Preservation Tax Incentives,” 2012. 
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rehabilitation costs are not substantial enough to allow the credit to offset such expenses, 
making many financially unviable.48 
Legislation: Qualification of a “Certified Historic” Structure 
 Another layer of limitation defined by legislation is the preliminary qualification of a 
building to be a certified historic structure.49 This requirement limits the pool of potential 
applicants who are able to receive the credit because a very small percentage of the country’s 
buildings are certified as historic or are potentially historic (See Figure 3).50 
 
Figure 3: Historic properties percentages in major cities (Source: Payton Chung, “DC Has More Historic 
Buildings than Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia Combined. Why?,” Greater Greater Washington. January 5, 
2018.) 
 
Legislation: Qualification of an “Income-producing” Structure 
                                                        
48 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
49 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
50 Payton Chung, “DC Has More Historic Buildings than Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia Combined. Why?,” 
Greater Greater Washington. January 5, 2018. 
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The qualification requirement that a structure be income-producing further narrows the 
pool of applicants because it eliminates a huge chunk of the residential market.51 “The 
requirement that properties be income-producing excludes most condominium 
developments.”52 According to a study conducted by NPS in 1993, owner-occupied dwellings 
compose about 72% of all National Register-listed structures.53 This exclusion of owner-
occupied residences makes a significant majority of the country’s designated historic properties 
ineligible.54  
Tax Credit Syndication 
 A large layer of limitation is the tax credit syndication process, which occurs as a result 
of the inability of an applicant to use the HTC themselves.55 This typically acts a loophole to 
allow the property owner to still benefit from the HTC by transferring the credit to an investor 
in exchange for equity.56 The rehabilitation project needs to be substantial and meet a certain 
size requirement in order for syndication to be possible. The costs, complications and risks of 
this process can be substantial, but it is used for a majority of projects.57  
“Complex ownership entities, lengthy project review and multiple funding sources have 
become the norm, and connecting these pieces has become paramount to the success 
                                                        
51 The Tax Reform Act of 1986, Public Law 99-514 (1986). 
52 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
53 National Park Service, Interagency Resources Division, “Estimating the Number of Historic Residential Buildings 
that Might Qualify for Proposed Federal Preservation Tax Incentives,” November 1993. 
54 Ibid. 
55 Jon Edward Krabbenschmidt, JD CPA, Thomas Boccia, CPA, Robert S. Thesman, CPA, Novogradac Historic Tax 
Credit Handbook: A Tax Credit Practitioner’s Guide to Using Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits for Historic Building 




of a project. These complex arrangements have enabled many projects to be successful 
but require significant connecting and understanding amongst project team 
members.”58 
The presence of syndication is largely responsible for the program’s existing success, but, to an 
extent, its negative attributes also diminish its potential success and act as a deterrent for 
pursuing the HTC.59 
The State of the Economy 
 An external factor that can serve as a layer of limitation is national economic conditions. 
Annual statistical reports have shown that changing economic conditions have a direct effect on 
the use of the HTC and major events such as recessions can cause a decline in such use. The 
Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical Report and Analysis for 
Fiscal Year 2014 clarified this trend in reporting, “The downturn in the economy during the 
recent recession resulted in another decline of nearly 25% in the number of approved projects 
over the succeeding three years, and a major reduction in investment dollars, including a 65% 
drop in just two years.”60 The substantial influence of economic conditions can make the HTC’s 
rather small 20% credit even less appealing.61 
Geographic Differences: Historic Fabric, Real Estate Market, State HTC Availability 
                                                        
58 John M. Tess, “Twinning the HTC with the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit,” Novogradac Journal of Tax Credits, 
Vol. III, Issue IX (September 2012). 
59 Felicia Smuts, “Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation 
Tax Credits,” (Masters Colloquium Presentation Paper, Pratt Institute, Spring 2012). 
60 National Park Service. Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical Report and Analysis 
for Fiscal Year 2014. Report. March 2015. 5. 
61 Ibid. 
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 An external factor that can serve as a layer of limitation is the project’s geographic 
region. This can be limiting in the qualification of a structure as historic since certain states or 
regions that are not as old as others have a less robust historic fabric, made up of a smaller 
inventory of buildings which could utilize the HTC (Figure 3).62 This can result in a financial 
burden depending on the local real estate markets as higher real estate values or costs in 
different regions can make it unrealistic to apply for the HTC. For example, “In some real estate 
markets with high land values, rehabilitation of a smaller historic building will create a lower 
economic return than constructing a larger new building.”63 Geographic differences can also be 
financially limiting because the absence or lower value of state HTCs in certain states diminish a 
project’s ability to “piggyback” the HTC with a state HTC to make a project more financially 
viable. “The combination of state and federal tax credits cover financial gaps and shortfalls the 
private sector continuously faces when putting together rehabilitation projects.”64 
State HTC Availability: “Piggyback” the HTC with a State HTC 
 “Piggybacking” the HTC is a method of using a state HTC in conjunction with the federal 
one in the same project to gain a higher financial benefit. All state HTC programs are not equal 
in that each state can have a different framework related to credit amount, building eligibility, 
project eligibility, minimum expenses, project caps and transferability. Annual statistical reports 
have shown that states with the strongest state HTC program statutes regularly lead the 
                                                        
62 Payton Chung, “DC Has More Historic Buildings than Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia Combined. Why?,” 
Greater Greater Washington. January 5, 2018. 
63 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
64 Sarah Vonesh, “New York State Historic Tax Credit Program and Preserving Buffalo, New York: An Examination of 
the Program’s Use and Impact in Buffalo,” (Masters Thesis, Columbia University, August 2015).  
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country in the use of the HTC.65 This can make more projects economically viable and although 
not all states have their own state HTC programs, projects in the ones that do utilize 
piggybacking a majority of the time.66  In the last few years, this element has become 
significantly more influential. Between the fiscal years of 2015 and 2016, the percentage of HTC 
projects that piggybacked with a state HTC went from 48% to 80%.67 Prior to 2015, this 
percentage had not exceeded 50%. This not only demonstrates the power of a state HTC 
program, but also the limited potential of projects in regions that don’t have a state HTC or 
have weaker tax credit values for their state programs. 
Project Type: Eligibility for “Twinning” HTC with other non-historic Tax Credits (such as LIHTC 
or New Markets Tax Credit) 
“Twinning” the HTC is the method of using multiple different types of tax credits in the 
same project to gain a higher financial benefit. Other types of tax credits often twinned with 
the HTC are the LIHTC and New Markets Tax Credit. Like piggybacking with a state HTC, this can 
make more projects economically viable and although not all projects are eligible, this can be 
used as a method to counter the limited financial benefit of the HTC’s 20% value. This is a 
limitation because not all HTC projects are eligible for other types of tax credits and those that 
are often tend to pursue other types of credits alone because twinning with the HTC 
complicates the application process and credits other than the HTC might exceed the HTC’s 
20%.68 This is demonstrated in First Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal 
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Historic Tax Credit, which stated, “Despite the documented success of the HTC program, on a 
dollar volume basis, it remains much smaller than the LIHTC and NMTC credit programs.”69 
The Application Process: Requirement of Certified Rehabilitation and Project Approvals 
 Following preliminary project eligibility, the administration of the HTC, accomplished 
through the requirement of its three-part application process, introduces another layer of 
limitation because of its complicated and time-consuming nature, as well as the expenses 
associated with it.70 “The application process, which is lengthy and complicated, often requiring 
another consultant to ensure compliance, as well as unexpected rehabilitation expenses in 
material and labor that occur during construction.”71 This process’s specific roadblocks can 
cause detrimental delay or rejection for individual projects and the efficiency of it, overall, can 
limit the potential for further success of the program.  
3.1 The Role of Improving the Application Process and Administration of the HTC 
The financial limitations of the HTC, along with the preliminary qualification 
requirements are dominant deterrents for applicants pursuing the application process, but are 
not the only factors that impact the program’s success.72 These factors present at earlier stages 
of the HTC application process affect the number of applications submitted annually, but the 
number of approvals of those applications annually are, ultimately, dependent on the efficiency 
and decisions made as a result of the application process. In this way, the challenges of the 
application process have had an influence on the level of utilization of the program itself. 
                                                        
69 Ibid.  
70 Felicia Smuts, “Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation 
Tax Credits,” (Masters Colloquium Presentation Paper, Pratt Institute, Spring 2012). 
71 Ibid.     
72 Ibid. 
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The overall challenges of this program can be illustrated as a cumulative effect, with the 
impact of legislative limitations on the financial benefit and preliminary qualifications as well as  
its associated requirements narrowing the plane of success. The qualifications narrowing the 
pool of applicants can then further be affected by external factors that determine a project’s 
financial viability, such as the geographic location of a project, determining its ability to 
piggyback the HTC with a State HTC. Within this small pool of applicants, the resulting 
applications that do apply are then further narrowed by the application process based on the 
number of approvals. Overall, the challenges that precede the application process directly limit 
it based on the number of applications received, but with annual statistics measuring the 
success of the program activity based on approvals, the program’s, ultimate, success is 
dependent on the application process.  
Although the most dominant limitations of the HTC program seem to be based on 
legislation and external factors that affect financial viability, they are not within the realm of 
control of stakeholders involved in the process and therefore, cannot be easily amended or 
changed.73 Focusing on improving the application process is a realistic and attainable step for 
improving the overall HTC program because by bolstering its efficiency and speed, more 
applications can be reviewed, in general, resulting in a higher potential for approval and 
success.  
 
                                                        
73 “...any recommendation regarding legislative changes to the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program is 
outside its purview.” National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax 
Credit Program, “Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good 
Program Better,” National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
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Chapter 4: Past Evaluations of the Federal HTC Program 
 The actual language of the Federal HTC legislation, its structure, its administration and 
the elements affecting its success have been analyzed several times in the past. Each 
documented assessment can be characterized by its chronicled form, for example by thesis, 
government report, committee analysis or report, scope of research, methodology and issues 
identified within the HTC program. As mentioned, part of my rationale for exploring this specific 
topic is that these types of reports are either repetitive or few and far between. I am examining 
the information contained in these assessments and the way that it is presented to assist me in 
framing my own research and pinpointing continuous problems. These assessments consist 
primarily of thesis documents, government reports and recorded committee reports between 
the years of 2003 and 2012. The review of this documentation will identify the most relevant 
sources for the targeted research of this thesis, presented in chronological order, to 
demonstrate the changes and developments in the program’s major issues and influential 
factors over time.  
4.1 Literature Review 
 In June 2003, a report called Tax Act Review Reform Policy Paper74 was published by the 
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (“NCSHPO”). This document focused 
on improving communication between the SHPOs and the NPS during the review process, 
suggesting it would generate greater consistency in their application of the SISR and the 
resulting approval or denial of applications. 
                                                        
74 National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, “Tax Act Review Reform Policy Paper,” June 2003. 
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[This report calls] for a greater dialogue between the SHPOs and the NPS 
about the project review process since both entities are required to review all 
proposed projects. The report advocated for greater consistency between the 
two levels of review and a more streamlined process for applicants to follow.75 
This report was produced by a professional association and had a limited scope of focus, but 
represented the first instance addressing this major, recurring issue. It was also significant in 
sparking the continued assessment of the HTC program, by directly resulting in several follow-
up reports examining other related issues.  
 In December 2003, the Historic Preservation Development Council (“HPDC”) published a 
report entitled Recommendations for Improving the Administration of the Certified Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program76. This report had a more specific focus aimed at improving 
the administration of the HTC program by proposing changes to make it “more sensitive to the 
realities of the real estate development process.”77 Like the previous June 2003 report, this 
report had a limited scope, which was primarily defined by the desire to promote development, 
which was the aim of the council that produced it. 
 In August 2004, the NPS published a response to recommendations delineated by the 
two previous reports of the NCSHPO in Tax Act Review Reform Policy Paper and by the HPDC in 
Recommendations for Improving the Administration of the Certified Historic Rehabilitation Tax 
Credit Program. This published response was entitled Improving the Administration of the 
Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: the National Park Service Response to 
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Recommendations for Improvement78 and it combined concepts contained in the previous two 
rep orts by targeting their three core areas of improvement: “1. Application of the Secretary’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation: Treatment Issues,” “2. Education and Training” and “3. The Review 
Process.” These three categories each contained more specific recommendations within their 
areas, overall, encompassing the broad range of issues identified by the previous reports in a 
systematic manner. The recommendations within “1. Application of the Secretary’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation: Treatment Issues” involved issues of restoration, significance considerations 
and experience. The recommendations within “2. Education and Training” involved issues of 
training, outside advice and appeals decisions. The recommendations within “3. The Review 
Process” involved issues of greater involvement of states, application forms, appeals process, 
technology enhancement and increased communication. After reviewing these 
recommendations, the NPS addressed each proposed suggestion in this report by detailing a 
plan of implementation. This source was a NPS-produced government and its approach is 
characterized by its aimed response and reference to two previous documents that focus on 
improving the HTC program. 
 The September 2006 report, Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: 
Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better79, was produced by the National Park 
System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program as 
part of the implementation plan of recommendations for improvement specified by the NPS in 
                                                        
78 National Park Service, “Improving the Administration of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: 
The National Park Service Response to Recommendations for Improvement,” Washington, D.C.: Heritage 
Preservation Services, Technical Preservation Services, 2004.  
79 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
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their report entitled Recommendations for Improving the Administration of the Certified 
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program. This committee included an extensive range of 
stakeholders involved with the HTC, therefore, the report was able to incorporate a wide-
ranging field of perspectives. This report’s findings and recommendations were divided into 
two categories: “Application of the Standards” and “Improving the Application Process.”  
The findings and recommendations within “Application of the Standards” focused on 
revising the interpretation of the SISR to increase flexibility for complicated projects elements, 
such as “windows, interior treatments, new additions and related new construction, modern-
day requirements, life safety requirements, energy efficiency improvements, green building 
features and use of new technologies and materials.”80 Within this category, findings and 
recommendations are also suggested to revise and expand guidance material for applicants on 
interpreting the SISR as well as to enhance training and guidance for reviewers on applying the 
SISR, so that application of the SISR among reviewers can be more consistent. Additionally, 
another issue identified in this category is the communication between the SHPOs and the NPS 
during the review process.  
The findings and recommendations within the category of “Improving the Application 
Process” focus on enhancing guidance materials on the application process, specifically 
emphasizing the importance of SHPO and NPS involvement in early project planning and their 
preliminary consultation. Within this category, findings and recommendations are also 
suggested regarding “increasing and restructuring the fees charged to process Historic 
                                                        
80 Ibid. 
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Preservation Certification Applications”81 as well as policies concerning functionally-related 
complexes. These recommendations were further outlined in a detailed implementation plan 
for the NPS, to be effective as of December 2007 and subject to continued follow-up. 
“Implementation of the tasks recommended by the NPSAB Committee…will be completed by 
December 31, 2007…After initial consultation, NPS will continue to seek comments and 
recommendations on a regular basis from its historic preservation partners as it works on 
implementing these tasks.”82 Further improvements regarding procedural aspects of the 
program were recommended in a list of eighteen items, ten of which were immediately 
implemented by the NPS. The report concludes with a list of the Committee’s nine 
recommended legislative changes. Although the report focused on improving the program’s 
administration, through this discussion of improvements the limitations of its associated tax 
laws became apparent. 
 The follow-up report to the September 2006 document, Federal Historic Rehabilitation 
Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better, was published in 
December, 2007 and titled Making a Good Program Better: Final Guidance and Implementation 
of National Park System Advisory Board Recommendations for the Federal Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program.83 This report was mostly consistent with the elements of 
focus in the September 2006 report and targeted the implementation of recommendations for 
                                                        
81 Ibid.  
82 Ibid. 
83 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
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Recommendations for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program,” National Park System Advisory 
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clarification of guidance materials, increased flexibility of interpreting the SISR, policy on 
functionally-related complexes, education, training and web-based guidance. 
 In December, 2007, Back to the Future: A Review of the National Historic Preservation 
Program84, a report by a panel of the National Academy of Public Administration for the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, was published. In contrast with the 
previously mentioned sources, this report had a significantly more general scope in its review 
not only of the HTC program, but other major facets of the National Historic Preservation 
system as well. Although this report had a broad approach, it nevertheless still pinpointed 
specific influential issues in the HTC program.85 The issues mentioned were the increased 
workloads of SHPOs and NPS, duration of application review process, communication between 
NPS and SHPO as well as consistency in their decisions, overly-strict interpretation of the SISR 
by NPS and lack of responsiveness of certain SHPOs.86 Further significant elements identified 
were the availability of State HTCs in their role of increasing the use of the HTC and level of 
SHPO involvement and consultation in affecting a project’s success. Other recommendations 
mentioned focused on guidance for project elements, such as new technology and energy 
codes and education. This report’s methodological approach consisted of a literature review, 
preliminary background panel interviews and more extensive interviews with forty different 
stakeholders.87 The framework of this report’s methodology was meaningful because it 
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explored established information on the topic as well as analyzed and incorporated the insights 
and perspectives of various stakeholders.88 
 In 2009, a University of Georgia master’s thesis was presented on the HTC program 
entitled An Analysis of Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits.89 This analysis was produced by 
assessing the HTC’s past legislative changes, explaining the program’s economic benefits and 
measuring its effectiveness through case studies from four different states. As a result of this 
analysis, the study concluded with recommendations on how to maximize the potential of the  
HTC. This study’s approach primarily focuses on the program’s wide-ranging benefits and relies 
on comparisons of regional data to the program’s efficiency. Although this report’s approach 
does not distinctly delineate the subject of focus of this thesis, it assesses connections with the 
program’s efficiency and its past legislative changes, a specific relationship also examined, its 
conclusion reviews previously documented issues in the HTC program and makes relevant 
recommendations focused on the program’s administration.  
In spring 2012, a master’s colloquium paper (from Pratt Institute) was written about the  
HTC program entitled Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal 
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits.90 The goal of this paper’s research was to make the HTC 
more appealing and increase its use. It identified two primary issues with the HTC, compiling a 
literature review, which explained the application process and the program’s legislative history, 
identifying the key stakeholders involved with the HTC and, in conclusion, proposing various 
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sets of suggestions. The two areas it examined were the financial costs associated with 
redeeming the HTC and compliance with the SISR. The more specific issues identified within 
these two primary categories were a lack of public knowledge about the HTC program, the 
lengthy and complicated application process, the cost of consultation for the HTC application, 
the cost of rehabilitation project work, the potential cost of tax credit syndication and the 
flexibility of interpretation of the SISR.  
4.2 Most Consistently Identified Recurring Issues 
 Based on relevant reports, studies and papers published between 2003 and 2012, a 
substantial number of identified issues and influential elements in the HTC program are 
repeatedly cited and recurring, despite attempts to address them. Among these documents, 
the most frequently referenced general category of issues is the application of the SISR. This 
category is directly acknowledged by seven out of eight of my reviewed sources.91 The only 
source that do not directly acknowledge this category of issues (“Recommendations for 
Improving Administration of the Certified Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program,” Historic 
Preservation Development Council Working Group on Secretary’s Standards for Historic 
Rehabilitation, 2003) still seems to allude to it to an extent. The powerful role of the SISR as a 
source of issues likely derives from its critical function as the prescribed formula used to assess 
projects and its interpretative, somewhat ambiguous nature, which makes it tricky to 
implement uniformly. The other repeatedly referenced categories of issues are the review 
                                                        
91 Cited in all sources reviewed in this chapter except “Recommendations for Improving Administration of the 
Certified Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program,” Historic Preservation Development Council Working Group 
on Secretary’s Standards for Historic Rehabilitation, 2003. 
 
 35 
process and education and training. Within these broad categories, the more specific issues of 
contention that were most frequently documented are the inconsistency in application of the 
SISR between SHPOs and NPS, consistency in review process decisions between SHPOs and 
NPS, communication between the SHPOs and NPS, increased flexibility of the SISR for designs 
involving interior spaces, modern day requirements, energy efficiency improvements, and 
green building features or the use of new technologies and materials.92 Although many of these 
issues have not been fully resolved over the years, the studies that emerged from their 
documentation were influential in attempting to address them, prompting their continued 
analysis and highlighting the magnitude of their condition. Despite this, pertinent studies of the  
HTC program and extensive focused research such as this have not been sufficiently undertaken 
since 2012. For this reason, this thesis’s research targeting this continued analysis is of 
particular significance because as a substantial amount of time has elapsed, the program’s shift 
in issues, or lack thereof, will illustrate how the program has evolved and why its use is not 
optimized. 
4.3 Precedents for Research Framework  
The review of similar past documented assessments further validates the approach, 
methodology and framework of this research. Similar to the masters colloquium paper, 
“Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credits,” my approach is aimed at increasing the use and appeal of the 
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program, by attempting to improve its application process, and my framework includes some of 
the same components, such as categorizing issues, elucidating the legislative history, identifying 
key stakeholders and proposing suggestions for improvement. The necessary presence of the 
program’s legislative history in my research framework, and its connection with the analysis of 
issues I am exploring, is further justified by the Masters Thesis, “An Analysis of Federal 
Rehabilitation Tax Credits,” which also relied on past legislative changes to cultivate 
development of its recommendations for improvement of the program. This thesis’s research 
and data collection methodology is arranged in a similar manner to how it is organized in the 
report, “Back to the Future: A Review of the National Historic Preservation Program,” with a 














Chapter 5: Research Findings and Data Analysis 
 In order to further my research and provide an update to the currently available 
documented information on this topic, I conducted interviews with key stakeholders involved in 
the HTC program and application process. Rather than just compiling a comprehensive 
overview of past documented issues and drawing conclusions based on that, the data collected 
from my interviews can contribute new information validating some of the earlier analyses and 
address voids and limitations that have not been addressed before, providing a more updated 
and thorough commentary on the program’s roadblocks. 
  Although the illumination of past areas of contention contributed to the analysis of this 
thesis by highlighting recurring trends in connection with problematic aspects of the program, it 
was not sufficient to serve as the primary foundation for the analysis. The infrequency of 
assessments of the HTC program’s most common roadblocks, including how and if earlier 
identified issues have been fully addressed as well as what recent issues exist, until now, has 
been undocumented. Many past assessments provided plans for improvements, addressing 
these issues, but it is unclear whether they were properly and consistently implemented, 
upheld, and to what extent. The fact that the last available review produced that provided 
updated data was published in December of 2007 is demonstrative of the scarcity and 
infrequency of regular comprehensive evaluations, therefore, the overall information available 
on documented issues, although still relevant, is remarkably outdated. The research contained 
in this thesis has found that the current set of issues that exist today has shifted, likely including 
new and undocumented ones that have become apparent over the last decade as a result of 
changes over time. It addressed these voids in the research through interviews with several key 
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stakeholders who have had considerable experience with the HTC program and the resulting 
insights and information, together with the review of the earlier research, serve as the 
foundation for the analysis of this thesis. These interviews not only guided the assessment, but 
the discourse which ensued provided a greater understanding of the inner workings of the 
program, beyond what one could glean from published documentation or academic sources. 
5.1 Key Stakeholders Perspectives 
In order to obtain a wide range of perspectives for my targeted research, I interviewed a 
diverse set of stakeholder individuals with varying types of relationships with the HTC program. 
I included three federal historic tax credit reviewers, four historic preservation consultants, two 
developers and one architect. The perspectives of this set of individuals can be categorized by  
the two opposing sides of the application process, either as applicants or reviewers, and within 
those two categories, they were grouped by their specific roles in the field as: HTC reviewers, 
historic preservation consultants, developers or architects. 
5.2  Methodology 
 All ten interviews were conducted by phone over the course of three months and each 
lasted approximately 40 to 60 minutes. In preparation for each phone interview, interviewees 
were sent an interview proposal letter, which gave a broad background on my thesis and 
explained how I planned to use the results of the interviews in relation to my goals, as well as a 
core list of interview questions, which served as the basis for the targeted dialogues. All 
interviewees were sent the same proposal letter, but in accordance with their perspective as 
either an applicant or a reviewer, interviewees were sent two slightly varying core lists of 
questions.   
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 Appendix A provides the two core lists of interview questions used for conversations 
with stakeholders. Despite their roles in guiding these interviews, these core lists did not 
provide strict limitations on my scope of inquiry because certain interviewees provided 
responses, which warranted further inquiry. 
5.3 Data Collection  
 Through my interviews, I was able to successfully identify current roadblocks that serve 
to dissuade people from filing or diminish the success of HTC applications. The issues vary in 
their levels of significance, which may seem indiscernible. Nonetheless, I classified issues 
according to which were most specific, which were most common among the interviewees and 
which issues were consistent with those identified in the past. Additionally, in examining these 
results, I was able to observe underlying trends/tendencies of specific circumstances that 
directly impacted the process. Although these issues were not initially part of my specific 
targeted research, these types of issues are more unique to certain individual projects, 
therefore, are more challenging to address.  
 In striving to comprehensively illuminate issues limiting the full potential effectiveness 
of the HTC’s application process, I will delineate challenges based on my interview results with 
my primary targeted findings.  
5.4 Primary Targeted Research Findings: Identification and Analysis of Current Existing Issues 
 The stakeholders interviewed for this thesis identified the following issues as the most 
common roadblocks in the application process. 
1. Public misconceptions about the program 
2. Applicant undertaking construction work before full approval 
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3. Lack of clarity with the application form 
4. The underfunded and understaffed NPS and SHPO project review staffs 
5. Inconsistent interpretation and application of the SISR between NPS and SHPOs 
6. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding windows 
7. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding interiors  
8. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding additions 
9. Conflicted compliance of SISR with building code requirements 
10. Conflicted compliance of SISR with other tax credit requirements imposed by 
twinning/piggybacking credits 
 
1. Public misconceptions about the program 
The lack of public knowledge and understanding about the program is an issue in the 
application process for inexperienced applicants who possess insufficient information as to how 
to properly and successfully navigate the HTC application’s various and intricate parts.93 This 
lack of understanding is an issue even when the applicant is unaware of it, believing he has 
feasible project and a good enough grasp on the process to proceed with it, when in fact he 
does not. The existence of this issue surfaces when that misconception results in an action that 
is detrimental to the project’s  potential approval.  
...a few high profile individuals [who] have gone into it not understanding it, 
not hiring the right consultants who understand it and not going in the right 
architectural direction that would be likely to receive approval suitable from a 
preservation perspective. Then, finding out as they go along, this is really 
                                                        
93 Anonymous #1-#10, telephone interviews by author, February  9, 2018-March 23, 2018. 
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going to be difficult and, in fact, is going to be unsatisfactory and 
disappointing.94 
As one of my interviewees articulated, this can even be an issue when an inexperienced 
applicant is aware of their disadvantaged position and hires a consultant, but doesn’t choose a 
well versed or sufficiently knowledgeable one. Absent having worked with a consultant before, 
it is difficult to ensure having engaged a well informed and competent one. It is difficult to 
gauge one’s qualifications because unlike other professions, such as architecture, engineering 
or law, the practice of historic preservation doesn’t have an official licensing requirement for 
professionals in the field. Misconceptions about the program can also foster attitudes that 
impact the success of the process. More specifically, negative impressions of the program can 
often lead an applicant to behave negligently about compliance and meeting standards. For 
example, one of my interviewees noted that applicants often have a cynical attitude about the 
underlying purpose of the program, and maintain a distorted perspective of it and also 
demonstrate a lack of respect for the rules that govern it.  
...among people who don’t even know what the process is or how it works or 
how to do it and have not had any experience, but they’ve just bought the 
folklore about it...that it’s big government intruding on your decisions about 
silly matters in the building.95 
Like many other cited issues in these interviews, more specific instances of this can be traced 
back to the broad and confusingly vague language of the SISR. That phrasing of these 
requirements, along with a lack of comprehension for building features that might possess 
historic significance, can lead applicants to their false interpretation.  
                                                        
94 Anonymous #6 (architect), telephone interview by author, March 8, 2018. 
95 Anonymous #6 (architect), telephone interview by author, March 8, 2018. 
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It was a major character-defining central auditorium space of the building, 
which he wanted to divide up into apartments and his attitude was well it’s 
not the exterior of the building, you won’t see it from the exterior and I 
couldn’t convince him that a space of that significance, although on the 
interior, would be something they would object to.96 
 
This existing issue was cited in 2 out of 10 stakeholder interviews. This included 1 Federal HTC 
reviewer and 1 architect. 
2. Applicant undertaking construction work before full approval 
 When construction work is started prior to gaining full  NPS approval  a major problem 
often arises in connection with the application process because that work may compromise a 
building’s application in some way,  and jeopardize the project’s application, by delaying the 
process or derailing the application altogether. Such construction work would likely cause this 
delay or derailment of a project application if it notably diminishes or eliminates historically-
significant building features or is work that NPS would not have approved of since the planned 
rehabilitation work to preserve a structure’s historic condition is , by far the most delicate and 
critical aspect of a project application. Although it is not required that an applicant wait for 
approval before initiating work, waiting is certainly encouraged because proceeding 
prematurely risks squandering a project’s chances of getting the HTC. This issue is unique  
because it is one of the few cited that is wholly dependent on the actions of the applicant. This 
is most often the result of a project’s time constraints, and may be driven by the applicant’s 
need or desire to move forward, which often affects developers who are on tight schedules and 
are focused on other priorities as part of their project agendas. This could also potentially be 
                                                        
96 Ibid. 
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caused by the public’s lack of understanding and knowledge about the program, which was an  
issue identified in my interviews. This lack of knowledge, likely due to an individual’s 
inexperience with the HTC, may include a complete lack awareness of the project’s application 
process. This issue was cited in 4 out of 10 interviews. This included 3 Federal HTC reviewers 
and 1 historic preservation consultant. 
3. Lack of clarity with the application form 
The HTC’s application form is somewhat unclear and confusing, which makes it a roadblock 
because, among other things, it might lead an applicant to provide insufficient information, 
causing the application to be deemed “incomplete” and  delay in the process. Its format has 
this effect  because the forms often fail to convey what information is necessary and the level 
of detail required. Additionally, the scattered, multi-page layout  seems confusing for both the 
applicant and reviewer. 
It’s sort of like the USA Today approach to news...it’s set up so that you split 
up your original item from the rest of it. I guess they must like it because they 
see everything right away, how many items there are. There must be some 
reason they haven’t changed it, but from our point of view, it gets 
complicated. And they’re flipping pages and they’ve got drawings and 
photographs.97 
In addition, like the SISR, this form seems to be, an instance of the HTC program trying to 
accommodate all types of projects by presenting a single standard model that is as broad as 
possible. For example, the same form is used for projects of all sizes, whether it’s a  $5000 or a 
$500 million project. The differences in drastically varying projects certainly calls for the 
submission of disparate  supplemental information later, after the “one size fits all” initial form 
                                                        
97 Anonymous #9 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 20, 2018. 
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is submitted. It would simplify the process if a more tailored form was used for each project 
category, requesting all necessary information at once..  
Also, the order of the form seemingly fails to request information early enough in the process,  
causing further delay later. For example, one simple supplementary information request  that 
an interviewee cited involved  the specification of items that were to be followed up with an 
amendment, providing further details. 
..Form could say, ‘Will amendment follow?,’ you check ‘Yes’...first give us 
permission to replace the roof, then we can discuss what it’s going to be 
replaced with...so the reviewer knows that more information is coming 
because it will inevitably come up later and they would ask what it would be 
replaced with and then that clock would stop...98 
 
This issue was cited in 3 out of 10 interviews. This included 2 historic preservation consultants 
and 1 Federal HTC reviewer. 
 
4. The underfunded and understaffed NPS and SHPO project review staffs 
The scarcity of current program funding has served to decrease staff supporting NPS and 
SHPO project review teams,  both of which have resulted in major challenges in the application 
process. Because of the limited staff remaining to accommodate this considerable loss in 
project review support, NPS and SHPO reviewers have had heavy additional workloads placed 
on them, making it impossible for them to provide a “timely review” for all submitted 
applications. This  produces a backup of applications, causing a substantial amount of delayed 
reviews.  
                                                        
98 Ibid. 
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Although multiple  assessments of the HTC program have noted this as an issue previously, the 
interviewees who cited this emphasized that this remains a particularly  influential burden on 
the application process today.   
In some states, we are currently experiencing delayed reviews. The Federal 
level is currently down on the number of staff and up on the number of 
applications, so by the time all of that happens, some applicants can’t afford 
to wait any longer. Probably most common for the smaller projects than the 
big projects.99 
This seems to be due to the fact that it has increasingly escalated lately, stretching the 
remaining review staff thinner and thinner, particularly that of NPS. “They struggle with getting 
positions filled...a lot of positions have dropped off and that’s not something money can 
necessarily fix.”100 Many of the interviewees mentioned the lack of funding as the source for 
these understaffed review offices, but it is, seemingly, not limited to that. This issue was cited in 
6 out of 10 interviews. This included 3 Federal HTC reviewers, 1 architect, 1 developer and 1 
historic preservation consultant. 
5. Inconsistent interpretation and application of the SISR between NPS and SHPOs 
The cumbersome two-tier system is characterized by inconsistency among reviewers of NPS 
and SHPOs in interpreting and applying of the SISR.   
...It has varied quite a bit…and I think that’s kind of inherent in this two-tiered 
review process…If you were designing this program from the ground up, you 
would not have these two tiers because you risk conflict between two tiers 
and…we have pretty close relationships with SHPOs, but we hear stories of 
developers relying on SHPOs and then being surprised by the response from 
the Park Service (varying).101 
                                                        
99 Anonymous #1 (HTC reviewer), telephone interview by author, February 9, 2018.   
100 Anonymous #10 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 23, 2018. 
101 Ibid. 
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Not only is it time consuming to undergo two levels of governmental review  but their disparate 
applications of the SISR could result in conflicting decisions that can interrupt and further 
protract the process. One interviewee provided a  very illuminating analogy of this two tier 
approval system’s shortfalls, equating it to a child seeking parental approval. “It’s the double 
review. You are dealing with two parties. It’s like you go to mommy and then you have to go to 
daddy. It takes more time to ask two people and they don’t always agree.”102 Compliance with 
the SISR is often cited as producing  a majority of challenges throughout the review process and 
with most of those challenges, the applicant is coordinating with the reviewer for an agreeable 
application of the SISR. As a result of the conflict of two tiers of reviewers, the applicant is, 
again, needing to coordinate  two potentially different interpretations of the SISR, making this 
particularly strenuous if one of the many other roadblocks related to SISR compliance is also 
present . This variant approach to the standards can  be due to its vague underlying language, 
professional disagreements or different preservation philosophies. The inconsistency of 
application decisions that can result from this is also dependent on the extent of 
communication and overall relationship between NPS and SHPOs. This issue was cited in 4 out 
of 10 interviews. This included 3 historic preservation consultants and 1 developer. 
6. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding windows 
Windows are considered a “hot button issue” and a frequent challenge when dealing with 
the interpretation of the SISR by NPS because they are almost always deemed dominant 
character-defining features of a historic building. Not only this, but  it also seems that windows, 
                                                        
102 Anonymous #9 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 20, 2018. 
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along with many of these other “hot button issues,” are  basic core aspects of a building, and 
therefore have importance and focus placed on them by for other reasons.  While applicants 
need to take heed of interpretation and application of the SISR, a conflict of priorities of various 
entities can and does occur, causing  problems in connection with improvements or action of 
any kind being taken on the building. For instance, when the requirements of building codes, 
energy efficiency codes or other types of tax credits  are piggybacked  on the Federal HTC, it is  
more difficult to sufficiently apply the SISR  and get approval. 
The interviewed stakeholders indicated that windows are often the most challenging of the 
“hot button issue” features to get approved because of their existing conditions, need to 
replace them and limitations on acceptable replacement materials. “The perpetual challenge, 
both in terms of expense and quality of product are windows, demonstrating the need to 
replace windows and then the replication of existing historic windows.”103 Many of them 
mentioned the conflict they experienced between complying with the SISR and other 
requirements, such as LIHTC requirements, new markets tax credit requirements, energy 
efficiency and building codes. In particular, they emphasized how difficult this issue is  with 
LIHTC projects. “The windows are always an issue on them because they want to have good, 
safe windows...and they’re not the best built buildings...their windows tend to not have held 
up, but they mostly just have been heavily used over time...” One interviewee indicated that 
there is such an emphasis on windows in the application of SISR, that it is sometimes even 
prioritized over basic building codes. “We had to keep the existing windows in a building as 
                                                        
103 Anonymous #10 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 23, 2018. 
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opposed to replacing them, even though they didn’t meet current code standards.”104 This issue 
was cited in 6 out of 10 interviews. This included 2 Federal HTC reviewers, 2 historic 
preservation consultants, 1 developer and 1 architect. 
7. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding interiors 
Interiors are also considered a “hot button issue” and a frequent challenge when dealing 
with the interpretation of the SISR by NPS because they encompass a range of aspects that are 
considered vital to their architectural distinction. An interior’s spatial arrangements, materials 
and finishes in both primary spaces and secondary spaces can represent a building’s historic 
integrity and original function. This issue directly implicates standards #1 and #2 of the SISR. 
Certain types of buildings, such as schools, banks or offices, inherently denote significant 
sequences or arrangements of space. Because the exterior of a building often may be seen as 
its most conspicuous discernible aspect, the importance of interiors is not always obvious to 
applicants. This is a particular issue if the applicant wants to adjust or change the interior 
programming or if there is a proposed new use for the building. Within the development 
community, this is often a major issue because the ultimate goal in pursuing the HTC is to 
transform a historic building into one with an economically viable use. As a result, the 
inflexibility of the SISR in accommodating new programming can be debilitating to an applicant 
with development goals in mind. This issue is dependent on the building type, what the existing 
program on the building is and the extent of intact elements indicative of that program. The 
more intact material exists, the more challenging it will be to get approval for making changes. 
                                                        
104 Anonymous #7 (developer), telephone interview by author, March 15, 2018. 
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For example, according to one interviewee 105, if you have a downtown office building that is 
entirely intact with original floorplan features and finishes, there is going to be a lot of back and 
forth with the NPS because undoubtedly the program will require changes to the floor plans 
and features.  
 A consultant I interviewed expressed a contested issue  regarding secondary spaces and 
how much importance should truly be placed on them. “I think interior improvements are the 
most difficult...and particularly in secondary spaces and arguably, is the character of the 
building really altered with changes to the second story?...the further away from the public 
spaces you get, I would argue, the more leniency should be applied, I think there is a lot of 
frustration in the industry with that general issue.” In my research, this issue was particularly 
emphasized by the developers I spoke with. Many of my interviewees also noted how prevalent 
developers are in the user base of this program, which indicates the prominence of this issue 
for potential new projects. This issue was cited in 6 out of 10 interviews. This included 3 historic 
preservation consultants, 1 Federal HTC reviewer and 2 developers. 
8. The strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS regarding additions 
Additions are also considered a “hot button issue” and a frequent challenge when dealing 
with the interpretation of the SISR by the NPS. New additions and related new construction, 
such as rooftop additions and amenities, are problematic in a similar way as interiors  since they 
are regulated by certain standards of the SISR. The issue of new additions  is governed by 
standards #9 and #10  which can run counter to the common intentions and pursuits of the 
development process. “Additions to historic buildings are a challenge often times. Again, kind of 
                                                        
105 Anonymous #2 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, February 27, 2018. 
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depending on the nature of that addition. And I would say, most of all, it is not anticipated by 
the development community.”106 Based on my interviews, there often seems to be a 
widespread conflict  of opinions regarding what should qualify as compatible in terms of 
additions complying with the SISR. This is meant to be based on the massing, size, scale and 
architectural features of the historic building in question, but, like many other issues regarding 
the SISR, the vague language of #9 and #10 provide a broad framework that is difficult to 
properly apply. This issue was cited in 3 out of 10 interviews. This included 2 historic 
preservation consultants and 1 architect. 
9. Conflicted compliance of SISR with building code requirements 
The compliance of the SISR with code requirements, such as fire codes or life safety, can 
often be an issue because of their conflicting inherent priorities in relation to improvements or 
action of any kind being taken on a building. Some core features of a building, like windows, can 
be    specifically impacted by this issue, but the SISR’s overall discord with codes can be 
debilitating to HTC projects  in affecting a multitude of vital building parts. In addition, the 
requirements of codes are integral to the continuing function of a building, therefore, the 
demands of the SISR can sometimes be unrealistic for an applicant attempting to revitalize a 
building. One of my interviewees phrased this best, stating, “Sometimes there can be a 
disconnect between what it takes to make a building livable again and what is historic and how 
that balances out...not every preservation project is a tax credit project.”107 Essentially, the 
magnitude of this issue can be defined by the vital nature of codes and their pervasive scope of 
                                                        
106 Anonymous #10 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 23, 2018. 
107 Anonymous #9 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 20, 2018. 
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impact on a building. This is understood by  HTC reviewers as being a necessary area of 
accommodation in applying the SISR, but, nevertheless, difficult to  manage because of the 
broad and outdated SISR language.  
Based on my interviews, code requirements are an  unavoidable roadblock with HTC 
projects, but the lack of clarity in the SISR makes any sort of accommodation of those 
requirements by reviewers more difficult to achieve. “The stricter the codes are getting, the 
more comprehensive they’re getting, the harder it is to do these projects.”108 Interviewees 
expressed how this is a current, relevant issue because it occurs continually, as applicants 
struggle to contend with both the code updates, as well as  the vague and stagnant language of 
the SISR. This issue was cited in 5 out of 10 interviews. This included 2 Federal HTC reviewers, 2 
historic preservation consultants and 1 developer. 
10. Conflicted compliance of SISR with other tax credit requirements imposed by 
twinning/piggybacking credits 
 As with the codes conflict, the requirements  associated with other tax credits that are 
twinned with the HTC can often cause a conflict with compliance with the SISR because of 
the interference of their inherent priorities. The “twinning” of other tax credits with the 
HTC, also sometimes referred to as “piggybacking,” involves multiple types of tax credits 
used in conjunction with each other in a single project in order to achieve the maximum 
financial benefit. Because the HTC and other varying tax credits have different processes 
and sets of requirements, they are often at odds with each other in some aspect of their 




scheme. This conflict between the SISR  and the requirements  associated with other tax 
credits it is twinned with most often occurs with the low income housing tax credit 
(“LIHTC”) or the new markets tax credit. The  conflict of these requirements causes 
roadblocks in the HTC application process that either delay approval or end up derailing a 
project. Among the interviewed stakeholders who cited this issue, there was a consensus 
that it occurs  most often  with LIHTC projects, partially because of the expenses incurred by 
HTC project elements, such as the replacement of historic materials, as well as their 
respective associated concerns. “The overall construction budget available to an affordable 
housing project. For example, a window replacement, which reviewers would like to see in 
terms of quality…those custom windows are sometimes out of reach with affordable 
housing projects. The budget constraints would be a factor. Generally, otherwise, the 
energy efficiency requirements of the low income housing credit is challenging in regards to 
the federal HTC.”109 With this dual tax credit use, the values and expectations of these two 
associated entities are often at odds. “To make them work for low-income it’s a different 
kind of project. It cannot be pushed to spend money and their sense of their value to history 
is very different, it’s about what is important to them.”110 
Based on my interviews, this conflict of the SISR in twinning tax credits is  significant 
today because a majority of projects that utilize the HTC in recent years are primarily large-
scale development projects where multiple credits are needed to make it economically 
viable to use the HTC. In other words, the current user base of the tax credit is dominated 
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by developers and, from their perspective, it is not economically valuable enough to use 
alone, therefore, twinning is seemingly the only way they will proceed. Because of this 
rationale for the use of it by developers, the HTC is not always prioritized in terms of its 
requirements over other possibly more beneficial credits. This issue was cited in 8 out of 10 
















Chapter 6: Conclusion & Recommendations 
The primary targeted findings of the interviews conducted for this thesis highlighting 
current issues with the HTC’s application process exhibited a consistency of core issues with 
those identified in the past. Out of the ten stakeholders interviewed, their diversity of 
professions and levels of experience produced a broad, but clear representation of the current 
set of roadblocks in the application process. The most frequently cited issue observed was the 
conflict that arises from applying the Secretary’s Standards to HTC projects that are being 
twinned with other tax credits, a problem identified by 80% of interviewees.111 The other more 
frequently cited issues, identified by 50% or more of stakeholders interviewed were: conflicted 
compliance of the SISR with building code requirements, the strict and inflexible interpretation 
of the SISR by NPS regarding windows, the strict and inflexible interpretation of the SISR by NPS 
regarding interiors and the underfunded and understaffed NPS and SHPO project review 
staffs.112 These issues were the most commonly cited, but, with all of these having been 
identified in the past, the issue most emphasized as escalating more recently by many was the 
underfunded and understaffed NPS and SHPO project review staff. The decline in the number 
of NPS and SHPO project reviewers has accelerated dramatically in the last two years to 
evidence a greater change in this roadblock, as compared to others. This issue contributes to 
the most prevalent overarching element diminishing the success of this process, which 
condensed into one word: delay.  
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112 See chapter 5.4 of this thesis for interview findings. 
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The broader issues in the application process  include an overall lack of clarity and 
flexibility in the program,  with both its process and the core values represented by the SISR. 
These difficulties certainly impinge on the process, but the biggest impingement on the process 
is the delay that applicants experience from the beginning, the moment they mail their 
application for part 1, throughout the process, until the end, when they receive a written 
decision regarding approval for part 3. 
The stakeholders interviewed made it clear that the amount of time this process takes is 
what determines its success, but, undoubtedly, the financial benefit it provides is what 
motivates applicants to pursue the whole program in the first place. The insufficient funding 
capacity of the HTC, to the extent that it deters applicants or makes the HTC too costly to 
pursue, was cited as the dominating issue in 100% of interviews.113 As identified in chapter 3 of 
this thesis, this issue is relevant to the application process, but cannot be addressed by 
stakeholders of the HTC program. 
 Overall, almost every single issue in this process can be traced back to the burdens of 
time and cost.  
 With the HTC being altered  by the recent tax reform, It is not yet clear how extensive 
the  effect will be. This was expressed by some of my interviewees, one of whom pointed out 
how much more important it is to see improvements in of the process in light of the potential 
changes.  
Based on research and analysis, this thesis recommends two sets of solutions. The first 
set is composed of recommendations originally produced by the NPS Advisory Board 
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Committee on the HTC Program (“Committee on the HTC”) in their 2006 report that need to be 
revisited.114 The second set of recommendations presents new technological solutions to 
address some of the various other existing issues identified by stakeholder interviews. 
6.1 Past Recommendations to Revisit 
Although the Committee on the HTC provided various methodical recommendations, they 
have not been effectual.115 Perhaps this is because their implementation was not upheld or 
they were not implemented properly, but there is no follow-up data available to confirm. As a 
result, the interviewees experienced many of the same difficulties that existed prior to these 
recommendations. The following four recommendations should be re-visited, with the hopes 
that they will be fully or properly implemented at this time and further monitored in the future:  
Windows: The NPS should review and revise, in consultation with its historic 
preservation partners, its existing policy to ensure that it is sufficiently flexible 
concerning replacement windows when windows are missing, too 
deteriorated to repair or, when for other compelling reasons, it is not feasible 
to retain the existing windows. As a result of its review, the NPS should 
develop written and web-based policy guidance, as needed, that offers more 
options for window replacement and when, under specific circumstances, 
existing windows may be replaced, and what kind of replacement windows 
will meet the Standards. This expanded policy should address the various 
factors involved in window performance, including cost, functionality for 
building occupants, energy and sustainability and evaluation of new window 
technology.116 
                                                        
114 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
115 Two of the stakeholders interviewed were on or involved with the Committee on the HTC and both confirmed 
that the implementation or partial implementation of these recommendations failed to resolve these associated 
issues. 
116 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
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The recommendation regarding windows is critical because windows are a major expense and a 
visual asset to a property. They remain a core issue. 
Interiors: ...an expanded policy on treatment of secondary spaces that would 
permit more change to less significant secondary spaces would make the 
program more useable for a larger constituency of property owners and 
developers. The NPS should, in consultation with its historic preservation 
partners, expand its policy to allow more change to less significant, secondary 
interior spaces, and develop written and web-based guidance on this issue.117 
Interior treatments remain a sore point for many, such that amendment of the regulations 
governing them is vital. 
New Additions: The NPS should, in consultation with its historic preservation 
partners, examine its existing guidance regarding new additions and related 
new construction to provide maximum flexibility that is consistent with the 
Standards to meet market pressures. As part of this effort, the NPS should 
provide more guidance on compatible new construction on the site of or 
adjacent to a historic building.118 
New additions are particularly critical to a project’s design in order to ensure the economic 
success of a rehabilitation project. Along with windows and interiors, they remain a core issue. 
Inconsistent Interpretation of the SISR: The Committee recommends that the 
NPS enhance and augment its existing training sessions and materials, in an 
effort to provide the highest possible level of consistency among all project 
reviewers in their application of the Standards and Guidelines. The Committee 
further recommends that, during its review of particularly complex or sensitive 
projects, the NPS ensure the fullest communication with state staffs. So as to 
foster consistency and to ensure that SHPOs have adequate opportunity to be 
included in the review process.119 
The inconsistent interpretation of the SISR has always been a present struggle in the application 
process over the years and remains a major problem affecting other more specific SISR issues as 





well. These recommendations are important to re-implement because they address the most 
common existing issues related to general interpretation and specific treatment issues of the 
SISR.  
6.2 New Recommendations Utilizing Technology 
The new set of recommendations, utilizing technology to address existing issues, 
suggests four types of electronic systems or databases that could enhance the application 
process. Although these are presented as separate recommendations, the consolidation of all 
four into one integrated system or electronic program would be ideal for maximizing their 
accessibility and advantages. The new suggestions proposed by this thesis are reflected in the 
recommendations below. 
New Recommendation 1: Implement an electronic system to allow for online submission and 
review of applications. 
 
Allowing for electronic submission and review of applications is one of the more simple 
technology-related recommendations this thesis suggests as it is a system that a majority of 
other tax credit programs already utilize and is guaranteed to eradicate at least some extent of 
delay120. The current system in place requires applicants and reviewers to mail the physical 
project applications for each of the process’s three parts back and forth, which causes 
unnecessary delays, especially when applications frequently necessitate the re-submittal of 
further information or adjusted information.121 The limited electronic database NPS currently 
has available for applicants does not allow for online submissions and is used solely to display 
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the status of an application.122 It is not updated in real time or even updated more than once a 
week and does not possess any capabilities beyond displaying an application’s status. The 
application status it displays is also specified as advisory only and does not serve as an official 
notification regarding project decisions.123  
Many other tax credit programs have updated their processes with technology, 
implementing similar electronic submission systems that have proven to expedite their 
application processes and limit unnecessary delays (Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6). For example, 
the submission of the LIHTC application specifies “Opting to submit an application in paper 
without submitting it electronically will lengthen the time required to review your 
application.”124 With technological precedents such as this and the more general ubiquitous IRS 
(and state taxing authorities) “e-filing” precedent, which has been available for 25 years for the 
application submission of personal taxes, it is clear that simple electronic submission systems 
are already available that would diminish delays in the HTC application process and their 
implementation in this program is long overdue.125  
                                                        
122 National Park Service. “Project Status Database.” Technical Preservation Services. 
123 Ibid. 
124 NYC Department of Housing Preservation & Development, “Application for Low-Income Housing Tax Credits,” 
August 2015. 
125 Internal Revenue Service. “IRS E File: A History.” 2011. 
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Figure 4: User login for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (Source: U.S. 





 Figure 5: North Carolina’s Rental Tax Credit Application System (RTC App) user login. (Source: 




Figure 6: “NMTC Allocation Detail Page” within AMIS, the New Markets Tax Credit electronic 
submission system. (Source: 2017 NMTC Online Application Instructions, New Markets Tax Credit Program, 
U.S. Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund.)  
 
 
New Recommendation 2: Implement an electronic system that can serve as a platform of 
communication among NPS reviewers, SHPO reviewers and applicants. 
 
An electronic communication platform, specific to the HTC program, could be 
accomplished through a basic messaging system or comment-posting capabilities. This would 
allow for NPS reviewers, SHPO reviewers and applicants to log in and discuss specific projects in 
a group conversation or in isolated topic threads for individual projects. Communication 
technology could be favorably integrated with the electronic application submission system 
described in New Recommendation 1 by providing reviewers and applicants the capability to 
post their comments on a project’s application page. This could address the multiple issues that 
have been attributed to the lack of communication between all three parties, such as applicant 
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undertaking construction work before full approval, lack of clarity with the application form and 
inconsistent application of the SISR by NPS and SHPOs. The rationale for implementing this type 
of technology is based on the fact that there is a clear lack of communication regarding projects 
among those involved through their current general methods of communication, such as phone 
or email, so by isolating conversations and exchanges about HTC projects to a separate system, 
an improved connection among applicants and reviewers could be fostered. This system could 
be modeled off of internal communication tools businesses utilize today, such as ‘Hyperlink 
InfoSystem,’ which can act as both a messaging platform and a project tracking system, or 
‘BaseCamp,’ which acts as a project management system with associated communication 
capabilities.126  
New Recommendation 3: Implement an electronic database that could provide videos and/or 
virtual tours of individual sites. 
 
Implementing technology to enhance the visual aid component of projects could be 
accomplished through a database of videos or virtual tours of project sites. This technology 
could address the issue of the inability of NPS and SHPO reviewers to conduct in-person site 
visits due to lack of funds, which has been cited by multiple interviewees as an integral part of 
understanding a project.127 When reviewers are unable to conduct in-person site visits, their 
determinations about projects throughout the application process are entirely dependent on 
the information and photographs an applicant submits, which are not always sufficient in 
providing necessary information. This improved visual aid could also benefit projects by 
                                                        
126 Nathan, Resnick, “The 4 Best Tools For Internal Business Communication,” Entrepreneur, February 3, 2017. 
127 Anonymous #9 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 20, 2018. 
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enhancing the reviewers’ perception and knowledge of individual sites while allowing them to 
determine, early on if there are any further photo documentation requirements that the 
applicant needs to submit. This database could be generated through virtual tour software used 
by businesses, such as ‘RICOH,’ which “requires no professional technical or photography 
experience or expensive tools – the process is all done via an easy-to-use mobile agent app.”128 
Not only does this type of software provide high quality visuals, but it would be easy in 
convenient for any applicant to use.129 
New Recommendation 4: Implement an electronic database that catalogues past projects, can 
be searchable by keyword (i.e. “window replacement”)  and can be accessible to current 
applicants.  
 
 An accessible electronic database of past projects could be easily compiled based on 
physical copies of archived HTC project files. The implementation of this database could 
address various issues related to interpretation of the SISR and specific treatment issues by 
providing precedents for project decisions. The additional technological enhancement of such a 
database, allowing it to be searchable by keyword, would be a critical detail of substantiating its 
purpose to permit reviewers and applicants to gauge how past issues were handled in relation 
to similar current issues of individual projects. In other words, the keyword search would allow 
users to search specific issues, such as “window replacement” or “rooftop addition,” and easily 
attain details on completed projects that involved them to provide relevant guidance. By 
making this database of information easy to navigate and accessible to the public, a more 
                                                        
128 Ricoh Innovations Corporation, “Ricoh Puts 360° Virtual Tour Services in the Hands of Every Real Estate Agent,” 
PR Newswire, May 2, 2018. 
129 Ibid. 
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consistent interpretation of the SISR among NPS reviewers, SHPO reviewers and applicants can 
be facilitated. 
 
 There have been very limited or infrequent attempts to further update the use of 
technology in the application process in the past, despite its mention as part of 
recommendations in multiple past reports. In the 2004 report, Improving the Administration of 
the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, where the “Greater Reliance on 
Electronic Technology” was a documented recommendation made for improving the review 
process, urging NPS to “accept application materials, including photographs, electronically.”130 
The response by NPS was “NPS agrees in principal and, consistent with The President’s 
Management Agenda 2002 to allow for electronic transactions between the government and its 
clients, has already begun to move in that direction. There are a number of technical and 
logistical issues to address, as HPDC noted in its comments on developing standards for digital 
photos.”131  This recommendation was then made again in the 2006 report Federal Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better, 
where it proposed that “NPS will consult with partners regarding the feasibility of electronic 
submittals of project applications. If agreed upon by its partners, the NPS will develop and 
disseminate guidelines for submitting applications electronically.”132 The attempt by NPS to 
implement this involved a six-month pilot project with five SHPOs that was, ultimately, 
                                                        
130 National Park Service, “Improving the Administration of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: 
The National Park Service Response to Recommendations for Improvement,” Washington, D.C.: Heritage 
Preservation Services, Technical Preservation Services, 2004. 
131 Ibid. 
132 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 
National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
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abandoned as a result of their assessment that “data indicated that most states do not have the 
capability of receiving applications electronically at this time.” The implementation of this 
recommendation was officially designated as “complete,” despite its lack of success and this 
type of improvement has seemingly not been addressed or revisited since 2007. The 
importance of this improvement was further emphasized in another 2007 larger-scale report, 
Back to the Future, A Review of the National Preservation Program, which documented 
interviews with stakeholders involved in the program and noted, “Several pointed out the 
frustration and inefficiency of SHPOs independently developing their own electronic 
information system. Many believe there is an urgent need for NPS to provide strong national 
leadership in this area.”133 Technology has advanced by leaps and bounds in the last 11 years, 
therefore, the complications that prevented the implementation of electronic technology by 
NPS in the past are likely less burdensome today. 
The technological advancements presented by New Recommendations 1-4 may not 
eliminate every complication in the application process, but their eradication of some delays, 
enhancement of guidance and communication among those involved in project applications 
and augmentation of visual site reference will make for a more easily-accessible, efficient and 
expedited system. The importance of eliminating the many delays in the application process 
has been cited time and time again, as both a major roadblock diminishing the success of 
applications and a deterrent for applicants. This was emphasized in the 2006 report Federal 
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program 
                                                        
133 National Academy of Public Administration, “Back to the Future: A Review of the National Historic Preservation 
Program,” December 2007. 
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Better stating, “Review period turnaround, 30 days for complete applications, is critical to 
projects and a deterrent in some private rehabilitation experiences.”134 The interview findings 
confirmed the persistence of issues in the application process that previous efforts attempted 
to resolve, therefore, this thesis approached recommendations with a combination of new 
methods to provide solutions that differed from those pursued in the past.  
As a result of the foregoing research, the current issues in the application process of the 
HTC have proven to be a significant layer of limitation in the context of the overall program. 
Based on the analysis of roadblocks elucidated through this thesis, the re-implementation of 
the previously specified past recommendations in tandem with the implementation of new 
technological advancements would provide better groundwork for success of the application 











                                                        
134 National Park System Advisory Board Committee on the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program, 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good Program Better,” 




Boccia, Thomas. “How Does the Tax Reform Bill Affect the Value of the HTC?,” Notes from 
Novogradac (blog), December 29, 2017 (12:00 a.m.), https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-
novogradac/how-does-tax-reform-bill-affect-value-htc. 
 
“Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program: Recommendations for Making a Good 
Program Better,” National Park System Advisory Board Report, September 2006. 
 
Graves, Jennie Fowler. “The Historic Homeownership Rehabilitation Credit: A Valuable Tool for 
Neighborhood Change,” (Masters Thesis, University of Pennsylvania, January 2007). 
 
Marburger, Julie. “An Analysis of Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits,” (Masters Thesis, University 
of Georgia, 2009). 
 
National Academy of Public Administration, “Back to the Future: A Review of the National 
Historic Preservation Program,” December 2007. 
 
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, “Tax Act Review Reform Policy 
Paper,” June 2003.  
 
National Park Service, Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical 
Report and Analysis for Fiscal Year 2016. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Technical Preservation Service (2016): 5. 
 
National Park Service. “Historic Preservation Tax Incentives.” 2012. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/about-tax-incentives-2012.pdf 
 
National Park Service, “Improving the Administration of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax 
Credit Program: The National Park Service Response to Recommendations for Improvement,” 
Washington, D.C.: Heritage Preservation Services, Technical Preservation Services, 2004. 
 
National Park Service,  Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, 2012. 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/rehabilitation.htm 
 
“Recommendations for Improving Administration of the Certified Historic Rehabilitation Tax 
Credit Program,” Historic Preservation Development Council Working Group on Secretary’s 
Standards for Historic Rehabilitation, 2003. 
 
Roher, Jed A. “Impact of Final Tax Reform Legislation on the Historic Tax Credit, New Markets 
Tax Credit, Low-Income Housing Tax Credit and Renewable Energy Tax Credits,” The National 




Ryberg-Webster, Stephanie. “Urban Policy in Disguise: A History of the Federal Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credit.” Journal of Planning History, Vol. 14, Issue 3 (2015): 204-223. 
 
Smuts, Felicia. “Empowering Community Development: Building Incentive for the Federal 
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits,” (Masters Colloquium Presentation Paper, Pratt Institute, 
Spring 2012). 
 
Tyler, Norman. Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice. 
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2000.) 
 
United States Conference of Mayors. With Heritage So Rich: a report of a Special Committee on 
Historic Preservation under the auspices of the United States Conference of Mayors with a grant 
from the Ford Foundation / Albert Rains, chairman; Laurence G. Henderson, director. (New York: 
Random House, 1966). 
 
Interviews by author cited: 
Anonymous #1 (HTC reviewer), telephone interview by author, February 9, 2018.   
 
Anonymous #2 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, February 27, 
2018. 
 
Anonymous #3 (HTC reviewer), telephone interview by author, March 1, 2018. 
 
Anonymous #4 (historic preservation consultant), telephone interview by author, March 7, 
2018. 
 
Anonymous #5 (developer), telephone interview by author, March 8, 2018. 
 
Anonymous #6 (architect), telephone interview by author, March 8, 2018. 
 
Anonymous #7 (developer), telephone interview by author, March 15, 2018. 
   
Anonymous #8 (HTC reviewer), telephone interview by author, March 16, 2018. 
 
Anonymous #9 (historic preservation consultant), March 20, 2018. 
 











Appendix A: Interview Questions  
Interview Questions: Reviewers 
§ What is your involvement/affiliation with the federal historic tax credit? 
• If reviewer à State or Federal? 
o Which state/states do you review? 
§ What would you consider the most common roadblock/issue in an application?  
• What are other (broader?) common issues that come up in an application? 
o Do you think there is a trend or consistency with such issues? 
o Do you think these issues have hindered the appeal of using the HTC? 
• Which part of the three-part application process would you consider most difficult for 
the applicant? Which part is the longest? 
o Why do you think that is? 
§ From my preliminary research, an issue in the application process that often comes up (and 
contributes to an applicant’s negative perception of the process) is construction and 
rehabilitation work described in part two is sometimes already started or even completed 
before all 3 parts are approved à How often does this come up? 
• How often does this type of issue derail an application? 
Analysis of role of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (an examination of its language): 
§ Do you think there are certain (specific) parts of the Secretary of the Interior Standards that 
cause more issues in the application process than others? 
• Which parts are more open to interpretation? 
• Which parts are (seemingly intended to be) more strict? 
§ What are the (necessary) negotiations involved in Part two of the application usually related 
to?  
§ How long have you been involved with the federal historic tax credit? 
• Do you think its application process has improved in the last ten years? 
• How has the process evolved or changed since you were first involved in it? 
o What reforms have been made to the HTC program in the past and how do you 
think that has affected its use? 
 
§ To what extent do you think politics plays a role in/affects the historic tax credit’s use and 
the threat of its future? 
§ What instances in the media, if any, have seemingly had a (negative?) affect on public 
perception of this program most? (When has the HTC been in the news and for what?) 
§ Do you think the use of the federal historic tax credit has increased or decreased in the last 
ten years?  
• Drastically increased or decreased? /To what extent? 
• Why do you think that is? 
§ A 2007 report analyzing statistics regarding the historic tax credit’s use concluded that in 
past years (up until 2007), the amount of investment in the historic tax credit did not 
decline, but the number of projects had, signifying the dominant project type as large 
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projects - - à Do you think this trend has been consistent in more recent years? 
(Consistency in amount invested in HTC projects, but decrease in number of HTC projects). 
• If not, how would you describe/classify the relationship of projects to amount invested? 
 
Interview Questions: Applicants 
§ Have you ever used or attempted to use the federal historic tax credit? (What is your 
involvement/affiliation with the federal historic tax credit?) 
• If so, how often have you used it? 
o Which instances, if any, were successful? Which instances were unsuccessful? 
o Would you classify it as a positive experience or a negative experience? 
o If possible, please share information of specific cases (case studies): 
 Summary of project: site location, type of building, etc. 
 Parties involved 
 Size/scale of the project 
 Outcome of the project 
• In any instances, did you pair other tax credits with the historic tax credit in a single 
project? (Such as Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, New Markets Tax Credit, or State 
Historic Tax Credit) 
• What were the major roadblocks, if any, that you faced in its applications process? 
• Which step or aspect of the process was most difficult?  
• Which part of the three-part application process was most difficult? 
• Were you able to make it through all three parts of the application process? If not, 
which parts of the three-part application process were you able to complete? 
• About how long did each of the three parts of the application take? How long did the 
overall application process take? 
• What was the result? 
• How did you approach the application process? à Did you use a consultant or did you 
undertake it yourself? 
§ How long have you been involved with the federal historic tax credit? 
• Do you think its application process has improved in the last ten years? 
§ What is your (overall) opinion about the historic tax credit and the process involved in 
acquiring it? 
§ In terms of incorporating the Secretary of the Interior Standards into the application, were 
there certain (specific) parts of those standards that caused issues/an interruption in your 
application? 
• Do you think there are certain parts of those standards that cause more issues than 
others for applicants in general? 
§ Were you involved in negotiations in part two of your application? 
• If so, what were they related to? 
§ Have you ever used or applied for any other tax credits? 
• How did the application process/process of acquiring that credit compare to the federal 
historic tax credit application process? 
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Appendix B: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
 
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires 
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and 
environment. 
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall 
be avoided. 
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural 
features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic 
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved. 
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
that characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 
6. Deteriorate historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity 
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall 
match the old design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, 
materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, 
physical, or pictorial evidence. 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment. 
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 
manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be unimpaired. 
 
 
 
 
